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meaning more clearly in the negative form 'Never act in accord-
ance with a maxim which does not admit of universaJization with-
out contradiction'. In any case, the question now arises, * Granted
that I admit the existence of such a law of reason, is it possible for
me to obey it ? And, even if it is, why should I do so when such
obedience admittedly conflicts with my interest ? *
The solution of the Third Antinomy is supposed to answer the
first part of this question, and, in the light of it, some idea may be
reached of Kant's reply to the second.
The idea of a self whose-acts are invariably controlled by the law
of reason is for us an ideal. We are not even competent to recognize
instances of such action under empirical conditions, even supposing
them to occur. At present we cannot even say intelligibly that
they ought to occur, since 'ought' implies 'can', and their possi-
bility remains to be demonstrated. Now if the phenomenal world
of the scientist were ultimate reality, such demonstration would be
impossible, since we have already proved that all temporal events
occur in accordance with the laws of physical causation and are
thus determined entirely ab extra. But the phenomenal world is
not ultimate. Metaphysically considered it is nothing but appear-
ance and its laws cannot bind that of which it is the appearance,
that is things and selves as such. Hence there is no logical objection
to the doctrine that, although as phenomena my acts are all deter-
mined, they may none the less be ultimately the expressions of an
autonomous real self. Even this self, however, cannot properly be
supposed to correspond to the ideal of reason, since, if it did, we
should at least expect that its appearance would exhibit somewhat
more conformity to moral law than is usually the case. We can,
however, say that it ought to conform, since by definition it is
autonomous and therefore capable of conforming. What this
amounts to is that we may reasonably believe (though we cannot
prove)
(a) that we are autonomous agents,
(6) that we do not necessarily act as rational beings,
(c) that we ought to do so.
It is impossible to avoid misleading terminology here. The real self
is timeless, and we cannot understand the meaning of temporal
terms like ' act * in relation to it. In fact we do not know how an
autonomous self can be possible, nor do we need to know. Pro-
vided we can assert without contradiction that it is possible, we
can restrict ourselves to appearances on which alone (though